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whose qualifier is not a property which limits the counter
positiveness of a mutual absence residing in the qualifican-
dum (VIsesyavutiya nyonyabhavapratiyogitavacchedaka'
dharmaprakanubhavatvam) and that for precisely the same
reasons as above. For if a true is one having conjunction
with a monkey, it is also one having no conjunction with
the monkey (in another part of the tree); so that even a
right knowledge, 'this true is one having conjunction with
monkey' has a qualifier namely conjunction with monkey
whose absence is in the qualificandum. It follows then
that there is the tree also a mutual absence (or, diffe-
rence) whose counter positive is 'one having conjunction
with monkey: and the limit or of the counter positive-
ness is the property of being the said conjunction which is
also the qualifier of the true knowledge that the true has
the conjunction. Truth cannot also be defined as the pro-
perty of being an experience which does not have a qualifier
non-resident in the qualificandum (Visesyarttya prakaraka-
nubhavatvam). The definition would not apply to the true
knowledge : These are a pot and a cloth', and the qualifier
'clothness' is absent in the pot. It is also not the property
of being an experience having a qualifier which is in the
same locus as visayata, for this property also belongs to
the error : 'This 5s a snake' where the qualifier blishness is
in the same locus as vssayata.

We have only given a few of the definitions which
Gangesa rejects. The resulting definition is stated in two
stages. First comes a simpler form. If X 5s in Y, then the
experience of X in Y is true knowledge (yatrayadast! tatra
tasyanubhavah prams}. One has to add, as the commenta-
tors do, that if X is in Y, in the relation R, theu the expe-
rience of X as being Sn Y in the relation R is true knowledge.
A more formal definition follows , True knowledge is an
experience whose quafifier is such that it belongs to the
(Tadvat! tatprakarakatvam).

Let us now see how this definition applies to cases
of true knowledge and does not apply to cases of false
knowledge, Take the case of a true knowledge. I know a